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Introduction  
 
As development on άƭŀƴŘǎ ƛƴ ǘǊŀƴǎƛǘƛƻƴέ -- agricultural lands, natural areas, and other open lands at the 
fringe of our region -- continues, northeastern Illinois communities will continue to experience the costs 
and benefits of this development pattern. A central message of GO TO 2040 was to encourage infill and 
redevelopment within existing communities, which remains an important strategy for a variety of 
regional and local goals, from supporting efficient use of our existing transportation systems to helping 
to promote walkability. Infill and redevelopment are also a central way to accommodate population 
growth whilŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŀŎƘƛŜǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ tƭŀƴΩǎ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ ǿƛŘŜ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ƻŦ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ conservation open spaces, 
healthy water resources, and a growing local food economy. Plus, it is an inherently relevant message 
given that most communities in the region have neighborhoods or corridors that could benefit from 
reinvestment.  
 
There are other parts of our region where agricultural and natural resources are subject to development 
pressure, yet these areas play a critical role in our agricultural economy and natural ecosystem 
functions. Important decisions about future homes and neighborhoods are being made with regard to 
the location and the form of new development in these areas. At the same time, decision-makers are 
working to support the agricultural economy and maintain natural ecosystem functions through a 
variety of tools, including land acquisition, conservation easements, and land use planning. Combined, 
land development and protection decisions have impacts on the market viability of area farms, habitat 
connectivity of our natural areas, and the costs associated with constructing and maintaining new 
infrastructure and services. In turn, these have ramifications not only on the new residents and 
businesses in growing areas but their existing neighbors, nearby municipalities, and the region as a 
whole.  
 
This strategy paper reviews recent development and land protection trends and explores policy 
recommendations and strategies for ON TO 2050 that could better protect our existing agricultural and 
natural areas and coordinate new development in a way that supports long term community livability. 
The policy directions in this paper build on the GO TO 2040 plan and aim to refine the broad nature of 
those recommendations by providing additional specificity both on the recommendations themselves 
and how they can be implemented. This paper integrates the lessons learned from regional stakeholder 
engagement, review of the GO TO 2040 plan and implementation achievements, and national best 
practices research. In addition, CMAP staff analyzed land development and protection trends and 
conducted a series of interviews with stakeholders involved with development and land protection 
decisions in communities that either experienced a large amount of development, protection, or both.  
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A resource group, composed of individuals involved in land development and land preservation 
decisions, provided guidance throughout the process. Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴΣ /a!tΩǎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ bŀǘǳǊŀƭ 
Resources and Land Use Working Committees provided key input into the scope, direction, and content 
of this strategy paper.   
 
Table 1. Lands in Transition Strategy Paper Resource Group. 
Lenore Beyer-Clow, Openlands Dan Lobbes, The Conservation Foundation 
Ed Collins, McHenry County Conservation District Charlie Nordman, Village of Huntley 
Lisa Haderlein, The Land Conservancy of McHenry 
County 

Mike Schwarz, City of Joliet 

Janice Hill, Kane County Development and 
Community Services Department 

Todd Vanadilok, APA - Chicago Metro Section / 
Teska Associates 

Sarah Knobloch, Kinship Foundation Mark Vankerkhoff, Kane County Development 
and Community Services Department 

Brad Leibov, Liberty Prairie Foundation  
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Land development and protection trends in 
Northeastern Illinois 
 
Development or protection of agricultural and natural land impacts the region in a variety of ways and 
comes with both local and regional tradeoffs. In order to better understand land development and land 
protection trends, CMAP reviewed where new development or land protection of agricultural and 
natural lands occurred between 2001 and 2015.1

 This analysis does not draw distinction between the 
type of agricultural production or the type and quality of natural resource lands.2 
 
CMAP supplemented this regional scale data analysis by interviewing local stakeholders involved with 
both land development and protection in eight communities and three counties that experienced high 
levels of development and/or land protection during this time period. This section provides an overview 
of the findings from the analysis of land development and protection trends. 

Land development 
From 2001 to 2015, nearly 140,000 acres of agricultural and natural lands were developed while 61,500 
acres of land were permanently protected (Figure 1). This additional development represents 10 percent 
of the total developed area of the region in 2015 and is roughly comparable to the land area of the City 
of Chicago. Most of the development on agricultural and natural lands took place in Will County, with 
Kane County a distant second (Figure 2).  
  

                                                           
1 CMAP used data from the National Land Cover Dataset (NLCD), the CMAP Land Use Inventory, the Northeastern 
Illinois Development Database, the National Conservation Easement Database: A Ducks Unlimited/Trust for Public 
Lands project of all conservation easements in the stateΣ ǘƘŜ ¢Ǌǳǎǘ ŦƻǊ tǳōƭƛŎ [ŀƴŘΩǎ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ !ƭƳŀƴŀŎΣ ŀƴŘ L-
±ƛŜǿΥ tǊŀƛǊƛŜ {ǘŀǘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƻŦ Lƭƭƛƴƻƛǎ protected natural lands to identify agricultural and 
natural lands in 2001 that were either developed or permanently protected by 2015. For I-View: Prairie State 
Conservation Coalition's database of Illinois protected natural lands, see 
www.prairiestateconservation.org/pscc/iview. 

2
 CMAP defined agricultural land cover based on the cultivated crops and pasture/hay land cover types within 

NLCD. Similarly, CMAP defined natural land cover based on the deciduous forest, emergent herbaceous wetlands, 
evergreen forest, grassland/herbaceous, mixed forest, shrub/scrub, and woody wetlands land cover types within 
NLCD. All data in this section are focused on the 2015 status of lands that the NLCD defined as agricultural or 
natural lands in 2001. It does not include information on lands that were recognized as already developed in 2001. 
For more information on those development trends, see the Infill and TOD snapshot. 
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Figure 1. Newly developed and newly protected lands in the Chicago region, 2001-2015.  

 
Source: 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, 2015 Northeastern Illinois Development Database, 
2001/2005/2013 CMAP Land Use Inventory, 2012-2015 National Conservation Easement Database, 2014 Kendall 
County Forest Preserve District Master Plan, 2016 Trust for Public Land Conservation Almanac, and 2016 I-View: 
tǊŀƛǊƛŜ {ǘŀǘŜ /ƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴ /ƻŀƭƛǘƛƻƴΩǎ ŘŀǘŀōŀǎŜ ƻŦ Lƭƭƛƴƻƛǎ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘŜŘ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭ ƭŀƴŘǎΦ 
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 Figure 2. Development on agricultural and natural lands by County, 2001-2015 

 
Source: 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset and 2015 Northeastern Illinois Development Database. 

 

Most development occurred on agricultural lands 

Since 2001, three-quarters of greenfield development occurred on agricultural lands, leading to a 
reduction of over 100,000 acres of land involved with agricultural production. The rate of development 
seen on agricultural or natural lands varies across the different counties (Figure 3). While the majority of 
remaining undeveloped lands in Cook, DuPage, and Lake Counties had natural land cover, these 
Counties experienced development on agricultural and natural lands in roughly equal proportions. Kane, 
Kendall, McHenry, and Will Counties, however, all had higher proportions of agricultural lands remaining 
and saw more development in these areas. The differences across Counties may not only reflect the 
different spatial distribution of these resources, but also different policies, regulations, and market 
pressures and preferences.  
 
CMAP reviewed the local land use plans and development ordinances of 14 municipalities and three 
counties with the most development or land protection during this time period, defined by either 
acreage or percentage of their total land area.3 Few municipal future land use plans included agricultural 
land use categories or corresponding strategies to maintain these areas for agricultural production, 
while the County land use plans included these categories and strategies to varying degrees. In addition, 
agricultural resources were typically not included in the site review process within municipal subdivision 
ordinances. In conversations with local decision-makers, many reflected that development proposals on 
agricultural lands were often approved. If issues were raised, typical concerns focused on utility 
expansion and the corresponding costs of maintaining infrastructure and services.  

                                                           
3 The 14 communities were Antioch, Aurora, Big Rock, Bolingbrook, Campton Hills, Cary, Elgin, Homer Glen, 
Huntley, Joliet, Oswego, Plainfield, Round Lake, and Yorkville. The three counties were Kane, McHenry, and Will 
Counties. Case study interviews with local decision-makers were conducted in Antioch, Aurora, Campton Hills, 
Homer Glen, Huntley, Plainfield, Round Lake, Yorkville, Kane County, McHenry County, and Will County.  
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Figure 3. Total acreage of agricultural and natural lands prior to 2001 and development on those lands 
by County from 2001-15 

 
Source: 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset and 2015 Northeastern Illinois Development Database. 

 
Illinois and the Chicago region are known for abundant prime farmland soils, which are soil types that 
have the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, and other 
crops. The majority of new development on agricultural lands (60 percent) took place in areas with 
prime farmland soils, which is roughly equivalent to their natural occurrence in the Chicago region. 
While the economic impact of the loss of 100,000 acres of agricultural lands in the region is not known, 
it is assumed to include not only the loss of production revenues but also cascading affects on the 
processing and distribution-related industries in the region.  

Development continues to impact natural resources 

From 2001-15, 27 percent, or 38,000 acres, of greenfield development in the region occurred on natural 
lands. The quality and value of these areas can be inferred by comparing all newly developed lands 
against the Green Infrastructure Vision (GIV), a regional map of key natural resources. GO TO 2040 used 
the GIV as a way to prioritize land preservation and restoration activities and recommended that land 
development and infrastructure expansion avoid impacting these resources. Between 2001 and 2015, 
42,500 acres, of all development on agricultural and natural lands occurred in locations which had been 
identified in GIV 2.3.4 Approximately 30,500 acres of development occurred on lands identified as 
ecological networks within GIV 2.3 ς which delineate core landscape types and corridors for woodland 

                                                           
4 The GIV presents both existing natural assets as well as potential connections and corridors that may currently be 
in agricultural use.  
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forests, prairie and grasslands, wetlands, and lakes and streams. This represents a loss of five percent of 
the GIV and an estimated loss of $186 million annually of four critical ecosystem services ς flood control, 
groundwater recharge, water purification, and carbon storage.5 
 
A portion of the lands within the GIV are regulated by state and federal laws that aim to reduce 
development impacts on key resources. However, the region continued to see development in these 
areas. Overall, 11 percent of new development occurred on lands with a higher degree of environmental 
regulations, defined here as lands within the 100-year floodplain and/or containing a wetland.6 Nearly 
12,000 acres of new development occurred within the floodplain, which could be placing buildings, 
infrastructure, and residents at higher risk of flooding events absent appropriate design standards.  
 
CMAPΩǎ ǊŜǾƛŜǿ of the local and county subdivision ordinances of 14 communities and three counties 
found wide variation in how the site plan review process identifies natural resources. Conversations with 
a subset of local decision-makers revealed that this process can be influenced by planning staff capacity 
and the case-by-case nature of some development proposals, particularly those using the planned unit 
development process. Other interviewees reflected on how much local residents can play a role and 
identified examples of how engaged residents, or lack thereof, can influence the protection of specific 
site resources. The three county subdivision ordinances each contained a more robust evaluation of 
existing site resources in the development process than many of the municipal ordinances.  
 
At the larger scale, new development can have natural resource impacts beyond the development 
footprint. For example, development may impact the GIV beyond the site acreage by exacerbating 
habitat fragmentation, reducing core habitat size, and indirectly causing the spread of invasive plant and 
animal species.7 At the watershed scale, impervious cover can lead to water pollution, erosion, and 
degraded stream health. Research has shown that subwatersheds with less than 10 percent impervious 
cover tend to maintain the health of streams.8 Further increases of impervious cover can lead to 
impacted streams that could be restored with intervention; however, once impervious surfaces cover 
the majority of the watershed, recovering pre-development stream conditions can be difficult or 
impossible. Between 2001 and 2011, the overall imperviousness of several subwatersheds in the region 
increased above this threshold and new development on agricultural and natural lands contributed to 
this change (Figure 4). Most of the remaining biologically significant streams are located in areas with 
less than 10 percent imperviousness.  
 
The location and form of new development can also increase demand on drinking water supplies. 
Between 2001 and 2015, greenfield development occurred in locations that are predominantly served 
by shallow, glacial, and sandstone groundwater aquifers and the Fox River, sources that are susceptible 
ǘƻ ǉǳŀƴǘƛǘȅ ŀƴŘ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅ ŎƻƴŎŜǊƴǎ όCƛƎǳǊŜ рύΦ ²ŀǘŜǊ нлрлΣ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ǿŀǘŜǊ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜƳŀƴŘ Ǉƭan, 
found that regional withdrawals from groundwater aquifers can exceed the recharge rate and pose 
adverse impacts for existing and future populations relying on these sources. A 2015 Illinois State Water 

                                                           
5 GIV 2.3 Ecosystem Service Valuation. The Conservation Fund, 2014. See 
https://datahub.cmap.illinois.gov/group/green-infrastructure-vision. 
6 CMAP analysis based on 2001 NLCD wetland classes, 2016 National Flood Hazards Layer floodplains, and 2016 
DuPage preliminary floodplains.  
7 /a!tΣ нлмсΦ άhb ¢h нлрл {ǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ tŀǇŜǊΥ LƴǘŜƎǊŀǘƛƴƎ DǊŜŜƴ LƴŦǊŀǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΦέ {ŜŜ 
www.cmap.illinois.gov/onto2050/strategy-papers/green-infrastructure#gistrategypaper  
8 {ŎƘǳŜƭŜǊΣ ¢ƘƻƳŀǎ wΦΣ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ άLǎ LƳǇŜǊǾƛƻǳǎ /ƻǾŜǊ {ǘƛƭƭ LƳǇƻǊǘŀƴǘΚ wŜǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ wŜŎŜƴǘ wŜǎŜŀǊŎƘέ WƻǳǊƴŀƭ ƻŦ 
Hydrologic Engineering, Vol. 14, No., 4, April 2009.  
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Survey report identified specific areas in the southwestern portion of the region where the sandstone 
aquifers are at risk of partial or complete desaturation due to withdrawals.9 In addition, withdrawals 
from shallow groundwater aquifers can reduce groundwater fed baseflow in rivers and streams and 
impact aquatic life. At the same time, new development, with its addition of impervious surface, can 
reduce the amount of rainwater infiltrating back to shallow groundwater aquifers. Beyond quantity 
concerns, new streets and corresponding road salting practices can lead to higher chlorides in the 
drinking water supply, impacting both treatment costs and ecosystem health.10  
  

                                                           
9 Daniel B. Abrams, et al. ά/ƘŀƴƎƛƴƎ DǊƻǳƴŘǿŀǘŜǊ [ŜǾŜƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ {ŀƴŘǎǘƻƴŜ !ǉǳƛŦŜǊǎ ƻŦ bƻǊǘƘŜǊƴ Lƭƭƛƴƻƛǎ ŀƴŘ 
{ƻǳǘƘŜǊƴ ²ƛǎŎƻƴǎƛƴΥ LƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻƴ !ǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ {ǳǇǇƭȅέ Lƭƭƛƴƻƛǎ {ǘŀǘŜ ²ŀǘŜǊ {ǳǊǾŜȅ tǊŀƛǊƛŜ wŜǎŜŀǊŎh Institute 
Contract Report: 2015-02. Available at: www.isws.illinois.edu/pubs/pubdetail.asp?CallNumber=ISWS+CR+2015-02 
10 ²ŀƭǘ wΦ YŜƭƭȅΦ ά[ƻƴƎ-Term Trends in Chloride Concentrations in Shallow Aquifers near Chicago. Groundwater Vol. 
46, No. 5 SeptemberςOctober 2008 (pages 772ς781). See 
www.isws.illinois.edu/hilites/press/080528chigwcont.asp  
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Figure 4. Sub-Watershed Catchments that Exceeded 10% Impervious Cover, 2001 and 2011.  

 
Source: 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, 2015 Northeastern Illinois Development Database, Illinois 
Department of Natural Resources, and CMAP analysis of National Hydrography Dataset Plus v2.  
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Figure 5. New development and drinking water source by municipality.  

 
Source: 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, 2015 Northeastern Illinois Development Database, and 2014 
Illinois State Water Survey. 
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Most development occurred in newly annexed areas 

CMAP reviewed where development was happening in relation to the collective 2001 municipal 
boundary11 to get a better sense of the governmental units guiding the development process (Figure 6). 
Understanding where development is occurring within these jurisdictional categories provides the 
corresponding context of whether local or county land use policy and development regulations apply. In 
addition, it provides insights into the development priorities of decision-makers.  
 
Most notably, there is a significant amount (110,000 acres) of unprotected agricultural and natural lands 
remaining within the historical 2001 municipal boundary. Despite potentially developable land within 
existing boundaries, municipalities annexed 145,000 acres of unprotected agricultural and natural lands 
between 2001 and 2015.12 ¢ƘŜ ŀƴƴŜȄŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎƛƎƴŀƭ ƳǳƴƛŎƛǇŀƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘ ƛƴ ŜȄǇŀƴŘing their 
jurisdictional service areas. This could be due to a variety of reasons, including not actively focusing 
development within existing municipal areas, coordination issues with private landowners, or specific 
attributes of newly annexed land, such as proximity to a key transportation corridor or interchange 
location.  
 
The largest portion of greenfield development, 43 percent or 60,500 acres, occurred in locations that 
were annexed into a municipality by 2015. Most of this occurred on previously agricultural lands (85 
percent). Similarly, the majority of greenfield development within the 2001 municipal boundary 
occurred on agricultural lands (64 percent or 32,000 acres). Local land use policy, state and federal 
regulations, and community sentiment may be steering development away from natural lands despite 
potential advantages to developing within the existing municipal boundary. However, over 17,000 acres 
of natural lands within the 2001 municipal boundary were developed. The remaining portion of 
greenfield development (21 percent) occurred in areas that were unincorporated as of 2015. This 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ǿŀǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊǊŜǎǇƻƴŘƛƴƎ ŎƻǳƴǘȅΩǎ ƭŀƴŘ ǳǎŜ ǇƻƭƛŎȅ ŀƴŘ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ 
regulations and almost 40 percent occurred on natural lands. 
 

                                                           
11 The collective 2001 municipal boundary is composed of each municipal boundary within the region as of 2001.  
12 The 2001 and 2015 municipal boundaries were compared to create an annexed lands area, which identifies 
locations that were incorporated during this time period.  
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Figure 6. Total acreage of developed agricultural and natural lands from 2001-2015 and remaining 
unprotected agricultural and natural lands by jurisdictional location 

 
Source: 2001 and 2015 Municipal boundaries, 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, and 2015 Northeastern 
Illinois Development Database. 

 
Variation on what proportion of development is occurring in relation to jurisdictional boundaries also 
exists between Counties (Figure 7). Cook, DuPage, and Lake Counties all had the majority of 
development on agricultural and natural lands occurring within the 2001 municipal boundaries. Kane, 
Kendall, and Will Counties saw a majority of their development in lands that were annexed into a 
municipality by 2015. McHenry County experienced a more distributed spread with 40 percent of new 
development on lands that were annexed by 2015.  
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Figure 7. Developed land by jurisdictional location by county, 2001-2015 

 
Source: 2001 and 2015 Municipal boundaries, 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, and 2015 Northeastern 
Illinois Development Database. 

 

Significant share of development is residential 

The current land use of newly developed land is distributed across all categories; residential land use is 
the single largest category, representing 23 percent of development (Figure 8).13 When corresponding 
residential open space14 and vacant residential lands15 are included, residential land use comprises 
nearly 52,000 acres or 37 percent of the total land developed on previously agricultural and natural 
lands from 2001 to 2015. Approximately 14,000 acres of new development has been identified as vacant 
residential and these are primarily located on lands annexed by 2015. During the case study interviews, 
many local decision-makers stated that they were prioritizing the completion of vacant subdivisions that 
were left in the wake of the 2008 recession. Some counties and municipalities are encouraging a 
reassessment of the market and potential re-design of these subdivisions where feasible. For example, 
in Yorkville, new housing consisting of smaller lots with smaller building footprints than originally 
planned for are being used to complete a subdivision to respond to shifts in market demand.  
 
At the regional scale, less is known about the design characteristics of the newly developed land. Data 
from NLCD on development intensity shows that most of the newly developed areas were developed at 

                                                           
13 Data was calculated by comparing the newly developed areas on previously agricultural or natural lands against 
the 2013 CMAP Land Use Inventory, which is parcel based. New constructed streets serving the new development 
are typically not included in parcels; acreages associated with streets instead appear in the unknown land use 
category.  
14 Residential open space is a land use category for parcels that are legally distinct from the private parcels in a 
ǎǳōŘƛǾƛǎƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƻŦǘŜƴ ƳŀƛƴǘŀƛƴŜŘ ōȅ ŀ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜǊΩǎ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘƛƻƴΦ The lands presented in this category do not 
have a conservation easement associated with them. 
15 This includes development sites that were prepared with infrastructure but the final buildings were not 
constructed. 
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densities similar to those of large- or medium-lot single-family homes.16 While a comprehensive regional 
list is not available, a small portion of residential developments were designed using conservation design 
principles where new development is clustered on the site in order to minimize the impact to natural 
features and permanently preserve natural or agricultural lands.  
 
The majority of new commercial and industrial development occurred within the 2001 municipal 
boundary, followed by areas annexed by 2015. A sizeable amount of institutional land use was 
developed in all three jurisdictional categories, including 1,900 acres in unincorporated areas.  
 
Figure 8. Select land uses of newly developed lands by jurisdictional location, in acres, 2001-2015a 

 
a   The current land use of newly developed lands is distributed across all land use categories. Those not shown 
here include transportation/communication/utility/waste facilities (8,400 acres), non-residential open space 
(developed portions) (10,900 acres), vacant other (7,900 acres), unknown (which includes new streets) (11,800 
acres), and under construction (700 acres). 
Source: 2013 CMAP Land Use Inventory, 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, and 2015 Northeastern Illinois 
Development Database. 

Infrastructure expanded to serve new areas  

New development on agricultural or natural lands typically requires the extension of new infrastructure 
such as streets, drinking water and wastewater services, and other utilities.17 It can also lead to changes 
in school, police, fire, public works, and other services provided by municipalities, separate districts, or 
counties. In 2014, CMAP conducted a review of fiscal impact practices and found that most growing 
communities rely on previously determined development impact fee schedules and negotiated 
compensation for parks and trails, water and sewer connections, and other amenities. More formalized 

                                                           
16 The National Land Cover Database 2011 has four different developed land use categories representing different 
levels of development intensity. See www.mrlc.gov/nlcd11_leg.php 
17 The extent of new infrastructure expansion varies by location and the availability and capacity of nearby 
infrastructure. The potential to connect and utilize existing infrastructure seems highest for new development on 
agricultural or natural lands that took place within the 2001 municipal boundary. However, that is not always the 
case as infrastructure service areas do not always match municipal boundaries. 
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fiscal impact analysis is required of developers for larger development proposals, if used at all, and 
frequently focuses on transportation impacts.18 
 
In conversations with local decision-makers from the eight case study municipalities conducted as part 
of this project, almost all stated that their primary focus is to ensure coverage of the near-term costs of 
new infrastructure and services associated with the development ς either by the developer covering the 
initial construction costs or through development impact fees. At the same time, local decision-makers 
ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜȅ ŀǊŜ ƪŜŜƴƭȅ ŀǿŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎǳǊǊŜƴǘ ǎǘǊǳƎƎƭŜ ǘƻ Ƴŀƛƴǘŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅΩǎ ƻƭŘŜǊ 
infrastructure and reflected on how development standards may not be designed with attention to long-
term maintenance costs. Namely, the location and form of a proposed development can significantly 
impact the long-term maintenance costs, which could be reduced through design. Many communities 
are reluctant to raise taxes and fees to cover the costs of the new infrastructure and services. Growing 
communities often end up bearing the burden of costs to expand services and infrastructure as new 
development occurs, significantly decreasing the fiscal benefits they receive from new development. 
They then find themselves needing additional revenue sources to replace road, water, and other 
infrastructure over the long term.  
 
  

                                                           
18 CMAP, Fiscal and Economic Impact Analysis of Local Development Decisions. January 2014. 
http:/ /www.cmap.illinois.gov/documents/10180/211419/Fiscal%20Econ%20Impacts%20Dev%20FINAL.pdf/6fc7ed
1c-aba7-4d6a-a057-8d251aa7fbdc 
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Figure 9. Access to Transit Index and newly developed lands. 

 
Source: 2015 CMAP Access to Transit, 2001-2011 National Land Cover Dataset, and 2015 Northeastern Illinois 
Development Database. 






































































